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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This office action is in response to communications filed 9/1 1/2008. Claims 1,7, 14 and 
19 are amended. Claim 29 is cancelled. Claims 1-28 are pending in this action. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-28 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

3 . Although a new ground of rejection will be used to meet newly added limitations to the 
claims, a response is considered necessary to several of Applicant's arguments since the 
Reitmeier reference will continue to be used to meet several claimed limitations. 

4. In response to Applicant's arguments on page 11, line 22 -page 12, line 1 that "In fact, in 
response . . . decoder 45", Applicant should note that although the claims are interpreted in light 
of the specification, limitations fi-om the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Gems, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Reitmeier discloses that his demodulators 15A and 15B are included in an ATSC 
receiver. This reasonably suggests that the demodulators are DTV demodulators, which are 
commonly and well known in the art to provide forward error correction decoding of video. 
Therefore, "a plurality of video decoders" is reasonably taught by Reitmeier. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1, 4, 7, 19 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reitmeier (of record) in view of Miller-Smith (US20020051469, hereinafter Miller-Smith). 

Regarding claims 1, 7 and 19, Reitmeier discloses an apparatus for display of video data 
from a plurality of video sources (see Fig. 1), the apparatus comprising: 

a plurality of video channels (sec Fig. 1), 

a plurality of video decoders (video decoders 15A and 15B, see col 3, lines 51-57 and 
Fig. 1 . It is commonly known in the art that DTV demodulators, like the demodulators of 
Retimeier's system, perform forward error correction decoding on the received video. Therefore, 

Reitmeier reasonably teaches a plurality of video decoders, see Fig. 1) coupled to the plurality of 
video channels (see Fig. 1), each video decoder coupled to a different one of the plurality of 
video channels (see Fig. 1) and comprising: 
an output (see Fig. 1), and 

an input coupled to one or more video channels (see Fig. 1), to receive video data from 
the one or more video channels, and to decode the received video data (see Fig. 1), 
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a switch network (switch 20, see Fig. 1) including an output (S02 and SOI, see Fig. 1) 
and an input (12 and II, see Fig. 1) coupled to the video decoder outputs (see Fig. 1), and 

a plurality of video processing pipelines (aux demux processing unit 30 and main 
transport demux unit 35), each video processing pipeline including an input coupled to the 
switch network output (see Fig. 1), wherein the switch network is configured to connect any of 
the video decoder outputs to any of the video processing pipeline inputs (see col 3, lines 60-67). 

Reitmeier does not specifically disclose a plurality of video sources. 

In an analogous art, Miller-Smith discloses a plurality of video sources (see Fig. 2 and 
[0023]). 

It would have been obvious for a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Reitmeier' s system to include a plurality of video sources, as disclosed by 
Miller-Smith, for the advantage of providing a more efficient system for allowing a viewer to 
receive and view content from different sources, while reducing the latency of viewing the 
content. 

Regarding claim 4, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith discloses a plurality number of 
video processing pipelines (aux demux processing unit 30 and main transport demux unit 35, see 
Reitmeier, Fig. 1) configured to process decoded video data (see Reitmeier, Fig. 1) of a plurality 
of video sources (see Miller-Smith, [0023] and Fig. 2) received from a plurality of video 
decoders (see Reitmeier, col 3, lines 60-67). 

Regarding claim 26, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith discloses analog video data (RF 
signal, see Reitmeier, Fig. 1). 
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7. Claims 2-3 and 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reitmeier (of record) in view of Miller-Smith (previously cited), as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Machida (of record) and Itoh (of record). 

Regarding claims 2 and 20, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith does not specifically 
disclose an image size/location logic coupled to each video processing pipeline output, the 
image/size location logic configured to receive a signal indicating a designated size of a display 
window and which of the plurality of video sources includes video data for display in the display 
window, the image size/location logic further configured to determine a location in the display 
window and a size of a part of the display window for display for the video data for each of the 
plurality of video sources including video for display. 

In an analogous art, Machida discloses an image size/location logic (image selection 
means 101/adapted image synthesization means 105/screen control means 106, see Fig. 3) 
coupled to each video processing pipeline output (see Fig. 4), the image size/location logic 
configured to receive a signal indicating designated size of a display window (display window 
size must be designated since the sizes of the images are designated in proportion to the screen 
size, see col 5, lines 17-27), the image size/location logic further configured to determine a 
location in the display window (see col 5, lines 56-58 and col 6, line 1) and a size of a part of the 
display window for display for the video data for each of the and a size of a part of the display 
window for display for the video data for each of including video for display (see col 5, lines 17- 
23). 
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It would have been obvious for a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith to include an image 
size/location logic coupled to each video processing pipeline output, the image/size location 
logic configured to receive a signal indicating a designated size of a display window and which 
of the plurality of video sources includes video data for display in the display window, the image 
size/location logic further configured to determine a location in the display window and a size of 
a part of the display window for display for the video data for each of the plurality of video 
sources including video for display, as disclosed by Machida, for the advantage of providing 
flexibility to a system in order to effectively display multiple screens within a display. 

Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith, and further in view of Machida does not specifically 
disclose an indication of which of a plurality of video sources includes video data for display in a 
display window. 

In an analogous art, Itoh discloses an indication of which of a plurality of video sources 
includes video data for display in a display window (see col 12, lines 53-60). 

It would have been obvious for a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith, and fijrther in view of 
Machida to include an indication of which of a plurality of video sources includes video data for 
display in a display window, as disclosed by Itoh, for the advantage of conserving the processing 
resources of the system by only providing only the necessary processing for specific signals. 

Regarding claims 3 and 21, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith and Machida, and fiirther 
in view of Itoh discloses a plurality of scalers (image processing means 102, see Machida, Fig. 3) 
coupled to a plurality of video decoders (see Reitmeier, Fig. 1) and a plurality of video 
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processing pipelines (see Reitmeier, Fig. 1), wherein the plurality of scalers are each configured 
to scale decoded video data from the plurality of video sources (see Machida, col 5, lines 36-41 
and Fig. 3) based on the determined size of the part of the display window (see Machida, col 5, 
lines 17-23). 

8. Claims 5 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reitmeier (of record) in view of Miller-Smith (previously cited), as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Ohkura et al. (US57 19637, hereinafter Ohkura) and Machida (of record). 

Regarding claims 5 and 22, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith discloses a plurality of 
video processing pipelines (see Reitmeier, Fig. 1), but does not specifically disclose a greater 
number of video decoders than video processing pipelines, or a display/confrol logic coupled to 
the plurality of video processing pipelines, the display/confrol logic configured to confrol a 
process order of the video data from the pliirality of video sources. 

In an analogous art, Ohkura discloses a greater number of video decoders (see Fig. 3) 
than video processing pipelines (see Fig. 3). 

It would have been obvious for a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith to include a greater number 
of video decoders than video processing pipelines, as disclosed by Ohkura, for the advantage of 
reducing the overall demand on the processor of the device. 

Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith, and fiirther in view of Ohkura does not specifically 
disclose a display/confrol logic coupled to the plurality of video processing pipelines, the 
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display/control logic configured to control a process order of the video data from the plurality of 
video sources. 

In an analogous art, Machida discloses a display/control logic (screen control means 106, 
see Fig. 3), the display/control logic configured to control a process order of the video data from 
the plurality of video sources (see col 5, lines 17-19). 

It would have been obvious for a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith, and further in view of 
Ohkura to include a display/control logic, the display/control logic configured to control a 
process order of the video data from the plurality of video sources, as disclosed by Machida, for 
the advantage of providing the displayed images in an order based on priority. 

9. Claims 6 and 9-10, 14 and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reitmeier (of record) in view of Miller-Smith (previously cited), as applied to 
claims 1 and 7 above, and further in view of Miyazaki (of record). 

Regarding claims 6 and 27, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith discloses a plurality of 
video processing pipelines (see Reitmeier, Fig. 1), a plurality of video sources (see Miller-Smith, 
Fig. 2 and [0023]) and processed decoded data (see Reitmeier, Fig. 1), but does not specifically 
discloses a memory device, or a write multiplexer coupled to the memory device, the write 
multiplexer configured to receive data and store the data into the memory device. 
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In an analogous art, Miyazaki discloses a memory device (VRAM 18A, see Fig. 1), and a 
write multiplexer (mux 12, see Fig. 1) coupled to the memory device, the write multiplexer 
configured to receive data and store the data into the memory device (see Fig. 1). 

It would have been obvious for a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith to include a memory 
device, and a write multiplexer coupled to the memory device, the write multiplexer configured 
to receive data and store the data into the memory device, as disclosed by Miyazaki, for the 
advantage of sequentially storing I-frames as they are decoded, thereby reducing the latency of 
switching signals. 

Regarding claim 9, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith, and further in view of Miyazaki 
discloses storing a processed decoded portion of video data into a portion of a video buffer that is 
not updating the display (see Miyazaki, col 7, lines 44-67 and col 8, lines 1-14). 

Regarding claim 10, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith, and further in view of Miyazaki 
discloses switching the portion of the video buffer that is not updating the display with a portion 
of the video buffer that is updating the display, upon determining that the plurality of video 
processing pipelines (aux demux processing unit 30 and main transport demux unit 35, see 
Reitmeier, Fig. 1) has completed processing the decoded portion of the video data (see Miyazaki, 
col 7, lines 44-67 and col 8, lines 1-14). 

Regarding claim 14, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith, and further in view of Miyazaki 
discloses a method for displaying video data from a plurality of video sources (see Miller-Smith, 
[0023] and Fig. 2) via a plurality of video channels (see Reitmeier, Fig. 1), comprising: 
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receiving first video data fi'om a first video source (see Miller- Smith, [0023] and Fig. 2) 
at a first video decoder via a first video channel (see Reitmeier, Fig. 2), 

receiving second video data from a second video source (see Miller-Smith, [0023] and 
Fig. 2) at a second video decoder via a second video channel (see Reitmeier, Fig. 2), 

decoding, via the first video decoder, a first frame of the first video data received from a 
first video source (see Reitmeier, col 3, lines 51-57 and col 5, lines 41-43), 

decoding, via the second video decoder (see Reitmeier, Fig. 1), a second frame of the 
second video data from a second video source (see Miller-Smith, [0023] and Fig. 2), 

inputting the first decoded frame into a first video processing pipelines (main transport 
demultiplexer 35, see Reitmeier, col 4, lines 10-11) through a non-blocking switch network (see 
Reitmeier, col 3, lines 66-67), 

inputting the second decoded frame into a second video processing pipeline (aux demux 
and process 30, see Reitmeier, Fig. 1) via the non-locking switch network (see Reitmeier, col 3, 
lines 66-67), 

processing, by the first video processing pipeline, the first decoded frame (see Reitmeier, 

Fig. 1), 

processing, by the second video processing pipeline, the second decoded frame (see 
Reitmeier, Fig. 1), 

transmitting the processed first decoded frame into a first portion (see Miyazaki, col 7, 
lines 44-67 and col 8, lines 1-14) of a video buffer for updating the display with the processed 
first decoded frame (see Reitmeier, Fig. 1 and col 3, lines 66-67 and col 4, lines 63-65), and 
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storing the second processed decoded frame into a second portion of a video buffer that is 
not updating the display (see Miyazaki, col 7, lines 44-67 and col 8, lines 1-14). 

Regarding claim 28, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith, and further in view of Miyazaki 
discloses a clock multiplier network (see Miyazaki, col 13, line 35), the clock multiplier network 
controlling a rate of operation of the write multiplexer (see Miyazaki, col 13, lines 35-37). 

10. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reitmeier (of 
record) in view of Miller-Smith (previously cited), as applied to claim 7 above, and further in 
view of Ohkura (previously cited). 

Regarding claim 8, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith discloses video processing 
pipelines (aux demux processing unit 30 and main transport demux unit 35) and video decoders 
(video decoders 15A and 15B, see col 3, lines 51-57 and Fig. 1), but does not specifically 
disclose a greater number of video decoders than video processing pipelines. 

In an analogous art, Ohkura discloses a greater number of video decoders (see Fig. 3) 
than video processing pipelines (see Fig. 3). 

It would have been obvious for a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith to include a greater number 
of video decoders than video processing pipelines, as disclosed by Ohkura, for the advantage of 
reducing the overall demand on the processor of the device. 
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11. Claims 11-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reitmeier 
(of record) in view of Miller-Smith (previously cited), as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Cooper (of record). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith does not specifically disclose 
decoding, with a plurality of video decoders, a portion of video data comprises decoding, with 
the plurality of video decoders, a frame in the video data. 

In an analogous art. Cooper discloses decoding, with a plurality of video decoders, a 
portion of video data comprises decoding, with the plurality of video decoders, a frame in the 
video data (see [0039], lines 1-10). 

It would have been obvious for a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith to include decoding, with a 
plurality of video decoders, a portion of video data comprises decoding, with the plurality of 
video decoders, a frame in the video data, as disclosed by Cooper, for the advantage of allowing 
a user to seamlessly switch channels. 

Regarding claim 12, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith, and further in view of Cooper 
discloses decoding, with a plurality of video decoders, a portion of video data comprises 
decoding, with the plurality of video decoders, a field of a frame in the video data (see Cooper, 
[0039], lines 1-10). 

It would have been obvious for a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith to include decoding, with a 
plurality of video decoders, a portion of video data comprises decoding, with the plurality of 
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video decoders, a frame in the video data, as disclosed by Cooper, for the advantage of allowing 
a user to seamlessly switch channels while keeping memory usage to a minimum to improve 
access time to the I frame. 

Regarding claim 13, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith, and fiirther in view of Cooper 
discloses decoding, with a plurality of video decoders, a portion of video data comprises 
decoding, with the plurality of video decoders (see Cooper, [0039], lines 1-10), a scaled field of a 
frame in the video data (see Reitmeier, col 5, lines 62-65 and col 6, lines 5-7). 

12. Claims 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reitmeier 
(of record) in view of Miller-Smith (previously cited) and Miyazaki (of record), as applied to 
claim 14 above, and fiirther in view of Miura (of record). 

Regarding claim 15, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith and Miyazaki discloses 
processing, by a first video processing pipeline, a decoded first frame (see Reitmeier, col 3, lines 
51-57 and col 5, lines 41-33), but does not specifically disclose determining whether a first video 
source coupled to the first video processing pipeline is in a failed state. 

In an analogous art, Miura discloses determining whether a first video source coupled to 
the first video processing pipeline is in a failed state (see col 18, lines 56-63 and col 19, lines 1- 
9). 

It would have been obvious for a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith and Miyazaki to include 
determining whether a first video soiirce coupled to the first video processing pipeline is in a 
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failed state, as disclosed by Miura, for the advantage of eliminating unstable conditions of the 
system, and thereby improving the efficiency of the system. 

Regarding claim 16, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith and Miyazaki, and further in view 
of Miura discloses processing, by a first video processing pipelines (main transport demux unit 
35, see Reitmeier, Fig. 1), a first decoded frame comprising outputting a blacked out frame for a 
first video source upon determining that the first video source is in a failed state (see Miura, col 
20, lines 49-54). 

Regarding claim 17, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith and Miyazaki, and further in view 
of Miura discloses switching a configuration of a second portion of a video buffer that is not 
updating a display with a part of a video buffer that is updating the display, upon determining 
that the first and second video processing pipelines (aux demux processing unit 30 and main 
transport demux unit 35, see Reitmeier, Fig. 1) have completed processing the first and second 
decoded frames (see Miyazaki, col 7, lines 44-67 and col 8, lines 1-14). 

13. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reitmeier (of 
record) in view of Miller-Smith (previously cited) and Miyazaki (of record), as applied to claim 
14 above, and fiirther in view of Machida (of record). 

Regarding claim 18, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith and Miyazaki discloses scaling 
first and second decoded fi-ames (see Reitmeier, col 5, lines 62-65 and col 6, lines 5-7), but does 
not specifically disclose scaling based on image size and the number of video sources. 
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In an analogous art, Machida discloses scaling based on image size and the number video 
sources (see Machida, col 5, lines 45-48). 

It would have been obvious for a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith and Miyazaki to include 
scaling based on image size and the number of video sources, as disclosed by Machida, for the 
advantage of effectively providing mukiple images to a user that efficiently fit's the user's 
particular display device. 

14. Claims 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reitmeier 
(of record) in view of Miller-Smith (previously cited), as applied to claim 19 above, and further 
in view of Miura (of record). 

Regarding claim 23, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith discloses a video processing 
pipeline (main transport demiix mit 35, see Reitmeier, Fig. 1), but does not specifically disclose 
executing a video fail operation if one of a plurality of video decoders does not lock onto video 
data from one of a plurality of video channels after a predetermined time. 

In an analogous art, Miura discloses executing a video fail operation if one of a plurality 
of video decoders does not lock onto video data from one of a plurality of video channels after a 
predetermined time (see col 18, lines 56-63 and col 19, lines 1-9). 

It would have been obvious for a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the system of Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith to include executing a 
video fail operation if one of a plurality of video decoders does not lock onto video data from 
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one of a plurality of video channels after a predetermined time, as disclosed by Miura, for the 
advantage of eliminating unstable conditions of the system, and thereby improving the efficiency 
of the system. 

Regarding claim 24, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith, and further in view of Miura 
discloses a video fail operation comprising an output of a blacked out frame overlaid with a 
descriptive text to indicate video failure for the plurality of video sources (see Miura, col 20, 
lines 49-54). 

Regarding claim 25, Reitmeier in view of Miller-Smith, and further in view of Miura 

discloses a video fail operation comprising an output of a previous image for the one of the 
plurality of video channels overlaid with a descriptive text to indicate video failure (see Miura, 
col 20, lines 49-54 and col 36, lines 20-33). 

Conclusion 

15. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 

Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CHENEA P. SMITH whose telephone number is (571)272-9524. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 7:30 am - 5:00 pm, EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Miller can be reached on (571) 272-7353. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Elecfronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Chenea P. Smith/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2421 

/Hunter B. Lonsberry/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2421 



